To position learners as more central components in the coaching process, scholars suggested that 12 coaches should employ a questioning approach, which may lead to the development of desirable 13 learner outcomes (i.e., increased problem solving and decision-making skills) studies, however,
Introduction

34
It has been acknowledged that effective coaching positions learners as active agents, 35 or co-learners in the learning process (e. procedural knowledge should be used" (p.165); divergent questioning is seen as 59 pivotal in learning to develop higher order thinking. So, questioning is a pedagogic 60 tool that appears rarely employed by coaches, and even when it is, evidence would 61 suggest that the questioning approach fails to cognitively engage players. 62
Beyond reporting frequency in systematic observation studies, there is limited 63 evidence of how coaches employ questioning approaches in their practice. 64
Interviewing coaches about their behaviours and practice has been a popular method, 65 and while providing insight to why coaches use certain behaviours and practices over 66 others, coaches' perceptions alone cannot be relied upon to give objective accounts of 67 coaching practice (Partington and Cushion 2013) . Therefore, the purpose of this study 68 is to investigate the ways in which top-level youth coaches used questioning in their 69 practice. The study looks to extend previous studies in coaching that have captured 70 only the frequency and the nature (i.e. convergent or divergent questions) of coaches' 71 questioning -and largely not considered the players response or the conversational 72 nature of such coaching moments. To this end we aimed to capture the question-73 response exchange that occurs between coach and players and describe this as coach 74 questioning practice (CQP) . 75
Given that coaching can be recognised as an educational and pedagogical 76 endeavour (Jones, 2006 ) and the limited research that explores coaches' questioning 77 approach, educational research offers a lens to examine the appropriateness of coach 78 questioning to meet desired outcomes (e.g. problem solving, decision-making, 79 opportunities to reflect on performance). For example, research suggests that teachers 80 formulate the majority of questions, with these being more fact-seeking in nature, 81 rather than requiring students to think beyond the recall of information (i. that lower order, fact seeking questions, which are characteristics of IRE require "less 88 knowledge and ability for making responses" than higher order questions that "build 89 on the knowledge from the lower-order" (p.108) and engage "analysis, synthesis and 90 evaluations skills" to generate new knowledge (p.107). 91
A number of assumptions and issues arise from these findings that require 92 further exploration when thinking about coaching. First, there is an assumption that 93 the level of question and type of cognitive processing required is fixed and can be 94 generalized independently of the subjects and their context (Yang 2006 ). The players' 95 (learner) experience and cognitive characteristics, the content and purpose of the 96 question, and the relevance and meaningfulness of the content to the player will all 97 impact on their learning (Pagliaro 2011 coaching that are based on "tradition, circumstance and external authority" (Tinning 111 1988, p.82; Harvey et al. 2010 ). Thus, the internal relationship between conceptions 112 of coaching and learning will impact how coaches perceive the functionality of 113 questions and the degree to which they understand and apply this approach to their 114 pedagogy (e.g. conceptions of practice and learning, and actual practices unclear. Therefore, there is 147 a limited appreciation of the contextualised and situated nature of questions asked by 148 coaches, and, crucially, the responses given by players that create particular learning 149
environments. 150
Methodology 151
Study Context 152
The study was set inside a professional English youth football academy. In England, 
Data analysis -conversational analysis 230
To appreciate, and maintain the complexity of coach-player interactions through the 231 CQPs, a CA approach was employed. CA reveals interactions 'as they are' (Groom et 232 al. 2012, p. 230) , as the concern is not only with what has been said, but also how it 233 was said (Hepburn and Bolden 2013) . This was vitally important in the context of this 234 study, to not only understand the frequency and type of questioning, but also coaches' 235 complementary pedagogic behaviour and discursive patterns, including for example 236 how they asked questions, and the time they gave athletes to respond that contributed 237 towards the learning environment constructed. Furthermore, CA was an appropriate 238 approach to use in the context of this study, given its focus on in-situ recordings of the 239 coach/player interaction (Mondada 2013) . Indeed, given the connected nature of 240 interaction between coach, player and environment Groom et al. (2012) advocate CA 241 as a powerful analytical device to further understand sports coaching. 242
The CA analysis followed the procedures and transcription symbols offered by 243
Groom et al. (2014) (see table 1). Two members of the research team reviewed the 244
recorded sessions independently. Initially, two complete reviews of each session were 245 undertaken. In the first review each CQP was transcribed. This included the question 246 initiation, the sequence of questions asked and responses given. The focus of the 247 second review was the lead in to the question and how the questions were asked 248 including notes of the coaches' wider discursive practice. This included such things as 249 the tone of the coaches' voice, the extent to which players were being encouraged to 250 respond to questions, and how coaches reacted when players failed to answer a 251 question. To ensure the credibility of the data, two further reviews were undertaken 252 by the same two members of the research team (Hastie and Hay 2012) as well as peer-253 debriefing sessions (Patton 2002 ). This ensured researcher reflexivity through 254 discussing the separate analysis (Miles and Huberman 1994) . Where differences did 255 occur in the analysis, the same two research members reviewed the video again before 256 reaching a point of confirmability . 
asked. 267
On reviewing the CQP data, which included the contextual information, a 268 number of themes were identified. These were: 1) coaches' requirements for an 269 immediate player response; 2) leading questions for a desired player response, and 3) 270 monologist nature of coach/player interaction. However, these themes were not 271 particular to certain CQPs, but rather occurred within CQPs. For example, it was not 272 the case that theme one occurred in 40 CQPs, or theme two occurred in 50 CQPs. 273
Rather, these themes appeared to give some structure to all of the CQPs, regardless of 274 the number of questions and responses, or the lead up to, and purpose of the 275 questioning. So, there was limited variability in the CQPs, with each following similar 276 patterns, regardless of coach or session. For the purposes of this study, and to better 277 present and understand the data, we present a CQP and link it to each of the three 278 themes. We then offer a general discussion, which connects data with theory. 279
Coaches' requirements for an immediate player response 280
CQP 1 281
The session has been running for an hour. The coach stops the practice and 282 shouts for all of the players to come to him. The coach had already stopped the 283 players on eight previous occasions to give feedback/instruction e.g. "There 284 needs to be greater intensity in some of your movements off the ball", as well 285
as providing feedback and instruction while the players were practicing e.g. 286 "move faster", "get that ball in an be positive". The players gather around the 287 coach, who stands quietly waiting for all the players to listen . 
Player: Dribbled 292
Coach: What did we take boys from the first bit (2.
Coach: = Did you find that easier then (2.1) 300
Player: {I didn't because it was a smaller area and it was four vs. three} 301
While this period of questioning was directed to the whole group, the players 302
were not required to cluster around the coach. Instead, players had 'frozen' on 303 the spot at the point at which the coach stopped practice. Players were 304 dispersed within the playing area. At this point in the questioning episode, 305 which had been going on for approximately 20 seconds, six of the players' 306
have turned to what is going on in other sessions that are going on at the same 307 time. However, as the coach directs his questioning to only those responding, 308 he does not notice some of the players not paying attention. 309
Coach: What did we have to do when two balls came across (0.8) 310
Player: QUICKER REACTIONS 311
Coach: Was it chaos all the time (1.4) 312
Player: Yes, but organised chaos 313 314 Data highlighted that coaches often required players to provide immediate responses 315 to questions they had asked. In this CQP, players were rarely given more than twoseconds (e.g. 'What did the lads in the bibs do all the time (0.7)') to provide a 317 response to a question. This indicated that players perhaps knew the answer that their 318 coach wanted to hear as a consequence of instruction provided by the coach earlier in 319 the session. When responses were not immediate, coaches often acted to fill in the 320 players' silence (e.g. '= What did we move onto then (.) when we put another red in, 321
what was the decision we had to make (1.2)'). In many instances, the coaches used 322 self-answering and rhetorical questions where players had little time to think about 323 their responses. 324
Questions that promote critical thinking require player's to consider a number 325 of responses before selecting an answer they feel to be most appropriate (Daniel and 
Cushion 2013). 346
Leading questions for a desired response 347
CQP 2 348
Players are engaging in a modified game after waiting for 4 minutes while the 349 coach explained how he wanted the activity to run, and the players role. Just 350 over 3 minutes into this activity the coach stops practice after seeing one of 351 the players perform exactly how he had instructed them to Silence, the players stand and stare at the coach failing to give a response. The 358 coach responds to the silence by immediately re-phrasing the question. 359
Coach: Did you wait for him to come to you ↑, or did you pass it early (1.2) 360
Player: >Waited for the defender< 361
Coach: So when he waits for the defender, <what is it harder for that defender 362 to do> (4.4) 363
The coach has his hands out in front of him, as he looks at every player 364 waiting for an answer to be given but no players respond; they stare at the 365 coach. The coach continues to look around the group waiting for a response 366 from someone. When it doesn't come the coach re-phrases the question. to a certain response. When this occurred, the players' gave much quicker responses 387 ('>Waited for the defender<') as they appeared to more clearly understand the 388 response the coach wanted to hear. Thus, the frequency of questioning appeared 389 relatively high when coaches adopt this approach 'real' interaction and hence 390 potential for learning was actually limited (Harvey and Light 2015) . 391
In most cases, the CQP failed to move beyond recall or leading in nature, 392 requiring players to produce an answer from memory (Siedentop and Tannehill 2000) . 393
Thus, the verbal role of the players was not generative and individual interpretation 394 was not encouraged. However, analysing the data using a CA approach revealed a 395 greater detail of information concerning how coaches structured the CQP. For 396 example, where players were unsure of their response, their answer was delivered in a 397 much softer tone ('°Get out of the way°') than when they were confident they were 398 giving an answer they believed their coach wanted to hear. 399
Monologist nature of coach/player interaction 400
CQP 3 401
The coach is half way through his session with the under 12's. This particular 402 part of the practice is a conditioned game and has been running for just over 403 two minutes. During that time, the coach had regularly intervened by Coach: >Good get back in there< 438
As Tommy quickly runs back to where he was originally standing, the coach 439 asks him a final question. 440
Coach: TOMMY, DO YOU HAVE A BIG TOUCH OR SMALL TOUCH 441
WHEN YOU HAVE LOTS OF SPACE (0.7) ↑ 442
Player: BIG ↑ 443
In the discussion of the previous theme is was demonstrated that players were 444 involved in recitation rather than discussion, as the evaluation phase of CQPs was 445 often brief or non-existent and the focus appeared on the coach leading the 446 questioning. What also occurred was the sequential nature of question followed by 447 response without the coach exploring players' answers further. For example, in this 448 CQP, the coach asked a question ('When did I say we needed to run with the ball 449 (2.1)'), which was followed by an instant response from a player ('>When your head 450 is up <'), before the coach proceeded to ask a further question ('When else? ↑ (1.8)'), 451 with out exploring the player's first response in any great depth. Mortimer and Scott 452 In the present study coaches did not engage with the players and the 458 questioning was non-dialogic in this sense -the CQPs appeared as an instrument for 459 and of the coach, rather than being dialogic and using questions to explore players' 460 concepts and promote interpretation of information (Pedrosa-de-Jesus and Da 461
SilvaLopes 2011). The CA data showed how coaches' talk sometimes immediately 462 followed that of the players, or overlapped that of the players or even themself in 463
order to cut what players were saying. This occurred when players did not give a 464 response that the coach wanted, as based on instructions given throughout practice, 465
and so sought to ask another question, which would eventually lead to players 466 providing the coach with the 'right' answer that the coach wanted to hear. Therefore, The CQP illustrated an unequal encounter where players were not offered the 484 opportunity to decide when to speak and had to wait to be acknowledged. Hence 485 coach-led and dominated encounters were evidenced, the coach acting overtly as the 486 gatekeeper of knowledge in a didactic style that resulted in the coach not the players 487 acting as adjudicator, and the coach playing a central role as the only authority of 488 learning -the coach as 'expert' (Cushion 2013; Prain and Hickey 1995) . The player's 489 learning, skill acquisition, and understanding was through a coach-centredtransmission of subject-specific vocabulary, where the coaches mediated every 491 exchange. Such an approach not only reinforces coaching norms but also is unlikely 492 to encourage players to interpret or elaborate understanding or prompt deeper 493 reflection and participation in learning (Cushion 2013; Prain and Hickey 1995) . 494
The data showed that CQP occasionally resulted in questions directed to 495 individuals but these questions were still asked in the presence of all players. While 496 whole group questioning is important to allow reflection and hence meaning making 497 (Light 2002) it is less significant in players understanding than inductive questions for 498 individuals or small groups during practice (McNeill et al. 2008) . A further issue with 499 a whole group questioning approach reported from the CA data is that when questions 500 were directed at certain players only, other players paid little attention. This can be 501 seen in CQP three, where a group of players turned their attention to another coaches' 502 practice while their CQP was taking place. Indeed, it is a false assumption that 503 individual responses elicited from questions asked in whole-group settings reflect the 504 depth of understanding across the group, while whole-group questioning is ineffective 505 at instigating personal decision-making (Harvey and Light 2015; McNeill et al. 2008) . 506
To meet individual learner needs, it has been proposed that questions should be asked 507 to individuals or smaller groups (Crowe and Standford 2010; McNeill et al. 2008) . 508
Curiously, while often advocated as 'player-centred', and appearing to emphasise the 509 individual, questioning as evidenced in the present study was a 'one size fits all'. That 510 is, regardless of individual learner differences, the same CQP with very little variation 511 was deemed sufficient. However, not all learners are the same, nor are circumstances 512 and contexts and advocating a singular whole group approach to questioning seems to 513 contradict athlete centredness, and deny, or minimize, individual difference (Cushion 514
2013; Yang 2006). Seemingly positioned as active learners with different needs, 515
learner subjectivity was, in fact, suppressed as the recipients of a universalised 516 learning framework where decisions were made by the coach (Sicilia-Camacho and 517
Brown 2008). CQP should reduce rather than maintain the power differential between 518 player and coach through joint involvement in decision-making (Kidman 2005 ), yet 519 CA data from this study would suggest the opposite occurred. 520
Given the link between coaching and learning conceptions, assumptions and 521 presuppositions and adopted coaching practices, questioning practice can be a useful 522 term knowledge, also overlooking the potential of language interactions as a resource 547 for learning (Prain and Hickey 1995) . 548
Developments in youth coaching profess a deliberate shift from traditional 549 coach-led pedagogical modes to more non-didactic approaches including changes in 550 practice types and game forms. To this end, the governing body have introduced a 551 series of 'Youth Modules' with the purpose of developing coaches in a manner that 552 enables them to structure sessions where players are able to learn through trial and 553 error as coaches use a more questioning based approach; with 36,000 coaches 554 reported to have completed two out of the three part course. However, the present 555 study supports longitudinal research by Stodter and Cushion (2014) 1997), and coaches come to value certain types of knowledge over others (Cushion et 564 al. 2003) . Therefore, coaches appear unable to change discursive practices or 565 challenge ideologically driven coaching behaviours and attitudes. 566
Conclusion 567
The purpose of this study was to observe coaches during their daily coaching and 568 provide 'authentic' or 'real-life' questioning practices with the aim of analysing 569 qualitatively CQP and its wider discursive patterns. Data revealed that while coaches 570 engaged their players with a higher number of questions than reported in other studies 571 many of these did not enable players to develop their critical thinking skills, or take 572 responsibility for their learning (Wright and Forrest 2007) . So, while questioning has 573 been associated with an athlete-centred approach to coaching, deeper analysis shows 574 CQP's to be coach-led. In developing players a wide spectrum of questions and a 575 dialogical approach alongside complementary pedagogical behaviours is necessary to 576 challenge players knowledge, techniques, skills and strategies. If CQP is 'ineffective', 577 players lose out on abilities to 'defend, reflect on, examine or analyse their 578 performance' (Cleland and Pearse 1995, 33) . 579
By using a CA approach to analyse data, we were able to move beyond 580 examining the type and frequency of questions asked by coaches to consider the 581 discursiveness of the interactions between coach and player(s). This showed how 582 coaches allowed players little time to consider a response to the question asked, and 583 when a response was not immediately given, coaches would re-phrase the question in 584 an attempt to lead players towards the answer, or answer the question themselves. 585
Where this happened, the result was an automatic response given by players as a 586 consequence of earlier instruction provided by the coach. Furthermore, coaches would 587 exercise their authority over their players by controlling the question/answerexchange, and dictating when players were permitted to talk. While a CA approach 589 has enabled us to report the interactions that occur between coach and player, we 590 concur with Groom and colleagues that further work is needed in coaching to 591 understand this further. 592 593 594
